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work, where our economy can flourish, 

where businesses can hire new workers. 

We started that process. In the House 

we passed a bill that will move us in 

that direction. The President supports 

our bill. The President, in fact, called 

for doing more than we did in the 

House. I wish we had. But at least we 

moved in that direction, significantly. 

And, yet, in the other chamber, we 

have not a bill on the Senate floor, we 

have no meaningful progress. It is real-

ly a disgrace. 
I yield to the gentleman from Michi-

gan.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank my colleague for yielding. I 

think that last point is the most im-

portant. We need to do a stimulus 

package, and the inability of the other 

body to even consider in debate a pack-

age is very disappointing. We do not 

help the workers that are unemployed 

today. We do not put in place a pack-

age of stimulus items that will help en-

sure that this is a short downturn and 

not a very deep downturn. And the 

third thing, I think, is that it is dif-

ficult to factor in, but it will send a 

psychological message that we are 

ready to move on, and that we are 

about focusing on domestic issues, as 

well as waging a war on the other side 

of the world; that we have not forgot-

ten about the issues at home. 
So, these three items coming out of 

the House and moving forward, I think, 

speaks well for our ability. It may not 

be a perfect bill, but it is a whole lot 

better than doing absolutely nothing 

and not even being willing to bring a 

bill to the floor for debate. 
If our bill is not perfect, let the other 

body develop its own version and move 

forward and bring it to conference, so 

that by Christmas this President, this 

country and the American people will 

have a stimulus package. That is the 

way the process is supposed to work. 

But the shear inaction as our economy 

struggles is totally unacceptable. 
I thank my colleague for inviting me 

here.
Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the gentleman 

from Michigan very much for partici-

pating in the discussion tonight and 

everything he added to that. 
Mr. SHADEGG. If I could just briefly 

as we summarize here kind of reiterate 

an important point in this debate, be-

cause too often things get politicized 

and we miss the issue, some people 

have pointed out that we have already 

agreed in the House bill there needs to 

be an extension of unemployment bene-

fits and health care benefits. We need 

to take care of people who have already 

lost their jobs. 
But the other debate that goes on is 

a rejection of any kind of tax relief. I 

think it is important for the listening 

audience to remember that under both 

Democrat and Republican presidents, 

President Kennedy, a Democrat in the 

sixties, President Reagan, a Republican 

in the eighties, when we cut taxes, 
when they had become excessive and 
we cut taxes, we stimulated the econ-
omy, and, as President Kennedy, a 
Democrat, said, a rising tide lifts all 
boats. It put all Americans back to 
work. It stimulated the economy for 
all Americans. 

Every time I hear this phrase that 
tax cuts are just for the rich or tax 
cuts for the rich, it enrages me, be-
cause the reality is the way to stimu-
late this economy is to give all Ameri-
cans some tax relief. That is what we 
were proposing to do, that is what will 
stimulate the economy, and that ought 
to be a part of the package and will 
benefit every single American, not just 
one sector, as President Kennedy said. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Well, the gentleman is 
exactly right. I would just conclude 
with one other thought. You know, 
many of the fundamentals for our econ-
omy are actually quite hopeful. There 
is reason to believe that we could come 
out of this and we could have a return 
to some real prosperity relatively soon 
if you look at some of those fundamen-
tals.

Inflation is extremely low, our dollar 
is strong, and it is very clear that all 
around the world people have enormous 
confidence in the dollar. Our produc-
tivity levels are at an all time high. 
Never before have American workers 
been so enormously productive. Our na-
tional debt as a percentage of our GDP 
has declined dramatically, from 50 per-
cent of our economic output around 
1995 down to about a third today. It has 
also declined in absolute dollar terms. 

So these fundamentals are strong. If 
we lower this tax burden now, resist 
the urge for wasteful, excessive and in-
appropriate spending, and lower the 

tax burden that is acting as a barrier 

between people who could get this 

economy moving again, we will do that 

exactly, and the folks who are out of 

work today can get back to work. 
We have done our part in the House. 

We have taken an important and enor-

mous step forward. I am urging my col-

leagues in the Senate to do likewise. It 

is long past time. It has been over 11 

weeks since the terrible attack that ac-

celerated the decline in our economy. 

It is overdue to have the kind of eco-

nomic stimulus that we all need. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KIRK). The Chair will remind all Mem-

bers that it is improper in debate to 

characterize Senate action or inaction. 

f 

FAST TRACK PROFITEERING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Ohio 

(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 60 min-

utes as the designee of the minority 

leader.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

will be joined today by several Mem-

bers. I am so far joined by my good 

friend the gentleman from New Jersey 

(Mr. PASCRELL), who in his several 

years in Congress has been a leader on 

trade issues and fighting for American 

jobs and American workers and raising 

labor standards and environmental 

standards, both in this country and 

throughout the developing world and in 

other nations around the world. 
Before we talk about fast track, and 

that is what this special order is about, 

as some of us just could not resist lis-

tening to the last speakers who, al-

ready in the space of 11 months of a Re-

publican administration with a Repub-

lican House of Representatives and for-

merly a Republican Senate, have al-

ready, through their huge tax cuts for 

the rich, have already brought on to 

our government a deficit. We had sev-

eral years of positive, good budget situ-

ations. We are now already spending 

back into deficit because of these huge 

tax cuts for the rich. 
Second, we are already in a recession. 

We have had a Republican President 

since January 20th. There are 1 million 

fewer jobs, industrial, manufacturing 

jobs in this country than there were a 

year ago. And when we talk like this, 

talk about tax cuts for the rich, my 

Republican friends love to say we are 

engaging in class warfare. But the fact 

is that every day in this chamber as 

Republicans try to cut spending on un-

employment compensation, on health 

care, on Medicare cuts, on cuts that 

people in this country that need help 

would benefit from, that they make 

those cuts, at the same time they cut 

taxes on the rich, they commit class 

warfare in this society; when they are 

hurting working people and hurting 

the poor and helping their wealthiest 

contributors and wealthiest friends, 

whether they are the drug companies, 

or whether they are some of the 

wealthiest people like Rupert Murdoch 

and others that they seem to care so 

much about. So in other words, Mr. 

Speaker, they so often commit class 

warfare every day in this body. All we 

do is point out they are doing it, and 

they just seem to bristle from it. 
Mr. Speaker, on the evening of Sep-

tember 11, several gas stations in my 

district and around Northeast Ohio and 

other places around this country raised 

their prices to $4, $5, $6 a gallon. Many 

of us in this body simply called that as 

it was, war profiteering, that people 

would take advantage of the events of 

September 11 to put a little more 

money in their pocket. 
Unfortunately, over the last 8 or 9 

weeks, something not much different 

has occurred on Capitol Hill. Many of 

us have called it political profiteering. 

First, Congress passed a bailout bill 

that gave the airlines $15 billion in 

cash and loan guarantees. No sacrifices 

were required of airline executives, few 
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restrictions were placed on companies 
that received that money; nothing was 
provided for airline security; no assist-
ance was given to the 140,000 industry 
workers who were laid off as a result of 
the September 11 attacks. 

Then, in the name of stimulating the 
economy, this chamber passed new tax 
cuts and accelerated others for the 
richest people and the largest corpora-
tions in this country. IBM will get a 
check from the Federal Government 
under the Republican plan for $1.4 bil-
lion. Ford will get a check from the 
Federal Government for $1 billion. GM 
will get a check for $900 million. United 
and American Airlines, as if they did 
not do all right with the airline bailout 
bill, will get several hundred million 
dollars more from the Republican tax 
cut for the rich, while they are ignor-
ing unemployed workers. 

But now the political profiteering 
has reached new heights. In the past 
few months, Mr. Speaker, the Bush Ad-
ministration’s Trade Representative, 
Bob Zoellick, sought to link the trade 
negotiation authority known as fast 
track to our Nation’s anti-terrorism ef-
forts. He went further by claiming that 
people like the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) and me and the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
SOLIS) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. LYNCH) and many of the 
others that will be joining us tonight, 
that because we oppose fast track, we 
are indifferent to terrorism, and maybe 
a little bit less than patriotic. 

According to Mr. Zoellick, free trade 
is the way to combat terrorism around 
the world, and, if you do not support 
free trade, if you do not want to do it 
Mr. Bush’s way and Mr. Zoellick’s way, 
if you do not support free trade and do 
it their way, then you do not really 
support American values. 

Earlier today, Republican leadership 
took a similar route until support of 
fast track. They stated that trade is di-
rectly related to our battle against the 
enemies of the United States and the 
values we hold dear; that fast track is 
essential to our war effort. 

In Qatar are, where the World Trade 
Organization ministerial was recently 
held, a place chosen by the leaders, the 
trade ministers, the administration, 
the people who support free trade, in 
Qatar, the people do not have freedom 
of speech, they do not have freedom of 
assembly, they do not have freedom to 
publicly worship anything in any other 
religion but Islam, they do not have 
freedom of association, they do not 
have free elections. Yet the World 
Trade Organization ignored these 
abuses of personal freedom in selecting 
Qatar as the host of the ministerial. 

Qatar’s human rights record is not in 
line with American values by any 

measurement, but it is familiar terri-

tory for many of America’s corporate 

trading partners. 
Supporters of fast track say inter-

action with the developing world 

spreads democracy. But as we engage 

developing countries in trade and in-

vestment, democratic countries are 

losing grounds to dictatorships and au-

thoritarian governments. 
Democratic India is less desirable for 

investors from the West than totali-

tarian China. Democratic Taiwan is 

losing out to autocratic oligarchic In-

donesia. In 1989, 57 percent of devel-

oping country exports, of poor country 

exports to the United States, came 

from democracies. Since then, that 

number has fallen 22 percent. Today, 65 

percent of developing countries exports 

come from authoritarian countries. 
The fact is, Western investors want 

to go to places like China and Indo-

nesia, which are dictatorships, by and 

large, because they have pliable work-

force, because they have authoritarian 

governments, because they have a doc-

ile workforce that cannot organize and 

bargain collectively, and they are very 

predictable for Western business. 
They do not want to go to India, they 

do not want to go to Taiwan, they do 

not want to go to South Korea, and, all 

too often, they do not want to stay in 

this country, because these countries 

have strong environmental laws, 

strong worker safety laws, labor unions 

that can organize and bargain collec-

tively, and free elections. 
Instead, Western corporations, as 

they lobby this body, as the corporate 

jets pull into National Airport and Dul-

les and BWI, and they fan the halls of 

Congress going to office after office 

after office, begging us for fast track, 

begging us last year, as the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) and I 

worked hard against PNTR for China, 

these companies want to invest in 

countries that have nonexistent envi-

ronmental standards, that have below 

poverty wages, that have no worker 

benefits, that have no opportunities to 

bargain collectively. 

Understand that. Western investors 

do not like to go to democracies where 

workers can organize, do not like to go 

to democracies where they have good 

environmental laws and worker safety 

laws. They like to go to China. They 

like to go to Indonesia. 
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They like to invest in Burma. Coun-

tries where workers cannot talk back, 

countries where workers cannot vote in 

elections, countries where workers do 

not have any kinds of rights. That is 

the way they like it. That is why they 

want fast track. 

Our trade agreements, Mr. Speaker, 

go to great lengths to protect investors 

and property rights. These agreements 

do not include the same protection for 

workers or the environment. So in 

other words, fast track provides protec-

tions for property rights, protections 

for investors, but no protections for 

the environment, no protections for 

workers.

The call for an absolute trade nego-

tiation authority in the name of patri-

otism must be recognized for what it 

is. When Mr. Zoellick says he has to 

have trade negotiating authority, trade 

promotion authority to combat ter-

rorism and to fight this war, recognize 

it is pure and simple political profit-

eering.
We have all watched with pride the 

indomitable spirit of so many Ameri-

cans in response to the events of Sep-

tember 11. The right response to defend 

the jobs of these Americans and espe-

cially the values of these Americans is 

a ‘‘no’’ vote on trade promotion au-

thority.
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).
Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I cannot think of an-

other issue in the last 5 years that I 

have debated on this floor, and we have 

had some hot issues, that I feel more 

viscerally about, and I think the gen-

tleman from Ohio would agree with me, 

he has been here longer than I have, 

than the subject of trade. We who op-

pose fast track do not oppose trade. It 

is a given. And simply put, what we 

have asked for on every issue since 1997 

when there obviously were not enough 

votes to bring it to this floor at 3 

o’clock in the morning one day in the 

fall, what we simply asked is that 

every trade agreement be a reciprocal 

trade agreement. What is good for one 

side is good for the other. But what 

does that mean? 
To my friends who want to give away 

the store, I recommend that they read 

the Constitution of the United States. 

Many times, people stand on the floor 

of this great House and talk about 

what the Constitution says. We talk 

and refer to the Constitution on guns, 

we talk about the Constitution in 

terms of who has war powers. Well, the 

folks back in the eighth district in New 

Jersey sent me to uphold this Constitu-

tion, not just some parts of it. Article 

I, section 8 of the Constitution says 

that the Congress shall have power to 

lay and collect taxes and duties im-

posed and excises to pay the debts and 

provide for the common defense and 

general welfare, et cetera; to regulate 

commerce with foreign nations and 

among the several States, et cetera. 
I did not come here, I say to the gen-

tleman from Ohio, to surrender my re-

sponsibilities and obligations under the 

Constitution, because if it is trade 

today, what will it be tomorrow? 
We need to protect that responsi-

bility as defined in article I, section 8. 

There is no consistent administration 

policy on trade besides lower tariffs 

and cutting quotas. There is no struc-

ture; there is no plan. It deals with 

Vietnam, it deals with the Andean 

countries, the WTO, Pakistan, our 

newly found friends, all of which do not 

take into account the wishes of the 
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American worker. Cost-benefit anal-
yses just are not there. 

Congress cannot allow this adminis-
tration to craft trade laws without our 
input under the Constitution. The only 
reason for fast track is that they want 
to add things they know that the Con-
gress and the American people do not 
want. We are patriotic Americans. We 
are loyal to the President. We are loyal 
to the commander in chief. To question 
the loyalty of Members of this Con-
gress for being opposed to fast track, to 
me is shameless. 

We are the people’s House. We are di-
rectly elected by the people. We hear 
from those out of work, and we must 
respond to their needs. Americans want 
us to keep our voice. We must keep our 
voice. This job belongs to us. The only 
way our leverage will be felt is to op-
pose fast track. 

Despite overwhelming evidence, the 
current trade policies have resulted in 
massive trade deficits. No one on any 
side of the argument denies that. Job 
losses. Just take a look at what 
NAFTA did to jobs in this country. In 
my State of New Jersey, we have lost 
84,749 jobs. That is according to the De-
partment of Labor. This is not any-
thing that was made up. That is not an 
illusion. Under two free trade adminis-
trations we have lost that many jobs. 
Imports have risen between 1994 and 
2000 by 80.5 percent, and exports went 
up 60 percent. We have a huge trade 
deficit.

An example of the impact our Nation 
sees under these disastrous trade laws 
as we surrender our rights one after the 
other, just look at the VF Corporation, 
the well-known jeans producer. They 
are cutting 13,000 jobs worldwide. They 
are closing plants in the United States 
and, according to their own release, to 
cut costs, they will increase offshore 
manufacturing from 75 to 85 percent. 
They are certainly glad we do not re-
quire labor standards for our trading 
partners. In fact, as the gentleman 
from Ohio pointed out, it is quite inter-
esting to see what our trade ambas-
sador had to say about that. 

Apparently the trade ambassador, 
who appeared in the WTO meeting at 
Doha, says that labor rights should not 
make it into the negotiations on trade. 
Have we lost our way? Are we not a 
country of free individuals? Labor and 
environment are not just social issues. 
They are issues that bind humanity. 
They are issues that we feel are no less 
important than any other. 

Two weeks ago, 410 House Members 
voted to ask the United States Trade 
Representative to preserve the ability 
of the United States to enforce rigor-
ously its trade laws and should ensure 
that United States exports are not sub-
ject to the abusive use of trade laws by 

other countries. Not even this impor-

tant antidumping mandate was needed 

at the Doha conference. 
I want to conclude at this point, Mr. 

Speaker. Recently Secretary Powell, 

who all of us in this Chamber have the 

greatest amount of respect for, he stat-

ed some very powerful words I am 

about to quote. He said, ‘‘Fast track is 

going to be viewed internationally as a 

test of the President’s leadership at a 

time when there is all sorts of events 

going on.’’ A better test is his ability 

to do what is right for working Ameri-

cans. The real test of leadership is to 

make bipartisan policy to help our un-

employed brothers and sisters. Do not 

let this scare tactic fool anyone. The 

President can show leadership by work-

ing with the Congress, not taking them 

out of the equation, not usurping arti-

cle I, section 8, as if we did not exist. 
Mr. Speaker, I said the same thing on 

the floor last session when Bill Clinton 

was the President. This is a bipartisan 

attack on our very rights as Members 

of the United States Congress. I do not 

accept it. I am prepared to fight day in 

and day out to make sure we begin the 

process of protecting jobs in the United 

States of America. This Constitution 

either is meaningful or we will selec-

tively decide what we will adhere to, 

and then we will become less of a de-

mocracy.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-

claiming my time, I thank the gen-

tleman from New Jersey very much for 

his very well thought-out remarks. 
We are joined also by the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), an old 

friend, who first established his trade 

predictions during the first fight 

against NAFTA when we almost de-

feated that trade agreement which has 

been shown to be dangerous to this 

country. We also have a new member, 

the gentleman from Massachusetts 

(Mr. LYNCH), an iron worker himself 

who understands trade from all as-

pects; and the gentleman from Ohio 

(Mr. STRICKLAND) from the other end of 

the State. They will be joining the dis-

cussion in a moment. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to make one 

comment before yielding to the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 

PASCRELL) mentioned current trade 

policies and what happened in Doha 

and the steel industry. When we see 

that this Congress voted 410 to 4, as he 

said, to tell them, to instruct President 

Bush’s trade representative in Qatar 

not to mess with U.S. dumping laws, he 

immediately put it on the table for ne-

gotiations. It is not difficult to under-

stand why LTV, where many people in 

my district work, and the rest of the 

American steel industry, is in trouble 

when we pass these kinds of trade poli-

cies, and the President has not moved 

fast enough on section 201 of the 1974 

Trade Act. The President has refused 

to support and this Congress has not 

passed 808, the Steel Revitalization 

Act, which is absolutely necessary to 

save this industry, and now these same 

free traders are pushing more of the 

same, as if our trade policy has 

worked. It has not worked. Our trade 

deficit is almost $370 billion. So the 

President’s answer and Trade Rep-

resentative Zoellick’s answer is let us 

do more of it. That simply makes no 

sense.
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).
Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding, and I thank 

my colleagues for appearing here with 

us tonight. I especially appreciate the 

leadership of the gentleman from Ohio 

(Mr. BROWN) on this issue and the com-

passion of the gentleman for the work-

ing men and women throughout our 

district in Ohio, and the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) has 

always been an expert on these issues. 
To just pick up a little bit on what 

the gentleman had said on these trade 

initiatives and the WTO rules on anti-

dumping, basically what it says is Con-

gress instructed the Trade Representa-

tive, when you go to Doha next week 

not to give up on antidumping laws. We 

need them. We have other countries il-

legally dump their product in this 

country like they are doing right now 

with steel. It was very, very specific. 

But if we go to the text of the agree-

ment that was in Doha this past week 

and go to paragraph 28, and I am 

quoting now, they are going to clarify 

and improve WTO antidumping and 

subsidy rules, an agreement not to use 

antidumping measures on the same 

issue once the case has been rejected. 

The total disregard for Congress’s in-

structions on this issue, even after over 

400 Members of Congress said do not 

give this up, do not give this up. 
So we can see while they are saying, 

we need the authority to negotiate, 

give us your authority, Congress, be-

cause only you can approve it, but give 

up the authority under fast track, and 

we will do the best agreement possible 

and all you have to do is come back 

here and say yes or no; we cannot 

amend under fast track. We just give 

them instructions: over 400 Democrats 

and Republicans say do not give this 

up, and they gave it up. 
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So now they want to come with a fast 

track legislation. If you just take a 

look a little bit at what is going on and 

the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)

is correct. We were here and the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND)

was here in 1993, 1994; and a lot of us 

thought NAFTA, the North American 

Free Trade Agreement, would be a hor-

rendous thing for this country. 

I am talking a little bit about my 

own northern Michigan district. We 

have lost manufacturing jobs, agri-

culture jobs, timber, steel. We are here 

with a letter. They say even if you lose 

your job because of foreign imports, we 

have this trade adjustment assistance. 

It will help you out, extend your unem-

ployment and do all these things. 
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I have a letter right here, November 

27, to the Honorable Elaine Chow, Sec-
retary of Labor. It was sent to her be-
cause we have been waiting since June 
9 for a decision, June 9, almost 6 
months. One hundred workers from the 
Besser Company in Alpena, Michigan 
are at the end of their state unemploy-
ment. The State has cut back unem-
ployment. In Michigan we are down to 
$300 a week now. That is what they 
have to live on. That is $1,200 a month 
to try to support their family. That is 
true unemployment, and we are run-
ning out. 

Everyone agrees they lost their job 
because of the flood of imports in the 
lumber company, in the lumber indus-
try; therefore, they should get trade 
adjustment. It was a no-brainer case, 
and here we are still waiting, still 
waiting for a decision on trade adjust-
ment. We have this letter here. We will 
make some more phone calls tomor-
row. Hopefully, we can move this 
along.

It was NAFTA, TAA. That was one of 
the big selling points. Do not worry if 
you should lose your job. We will take 
care of it. I think the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) was correct 
on Congress giving up its right under-
neath the Constitution to approve, 
amend any agreement before us. Under 
Fast Track we cannot. That is a good 
reason not to vote for it. 

Let us talk a little bit about steel be-
cause I know that has been a big issue 
lately. I know the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) and all of 
us have been working hard on the steel 
caucus to try to come to grips with the 
steel industry since the last 3 or 4 
years has just been plagued with this 
flood of imports on the hot road end, 
on cold steel, on rod, on wire. You 
name it, they have been doing it. 

As we sat there yesterday in a meet-
ing with Secretary Evans and we will 
give the Bush administration some 
credit. Secretary Evans and his assist-
ants have come up and met with us 
often. They have investigated. The 
ITC, International Trade Commission, 
says they are dumping illegally in our 
country. We must do something and we 
will.

But if we take a look at it, and I said, 
I have been hearing this since 1998. I 
am sort of frustrated. You have 232, 232 
trade orders out there; 131 relate to 
steel. Sixty percent of the trade orders 
issued by the U.S. Department of Com-
merce said stop. You are doing this il-
legally, 131 times; and we have no re-
lief.

What about putting countervailing 
duties on imports coming in? We have 
45 countervailing duties in this coun-
try; 28 are related to steel. So we are 
slapping duties on it. We have 131 trade 
violations, and we are still losing every 
9 days a steel mill or an iron ore mine, 
like I just lost up in northern Michigan 
just before Thanksgiving, LTV. They 
are restructuring their situation. They 

are 25 percent owner in the mines in 
northern Michigan. There is only eight 
iron ore mines left in the United 
States; two are in my district. LTV is 
a 25 percent owners in the Empire 
mine. They are also a big customer of 
those iron ore pellets. You need iron 
ore to make steel. 

They announced just before Thanks-
giving 770 miners will lose their job by 
the end of the month; 120 salary work-
ers are gone. That is 890 jobs in my lit-
tle community of Palmer, Michigan, up 
in the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. 

We know they will have trouble get-
ting their TA benefits if Besser is any 
idea. You go back to them and I say we 
have 131 orders out there saying you 
cannot dump steel, but they are still 
doing it. We have 28 countervailing du-
ties that they cannot do this. They are 
still doing it. 

What is our relief? We are finally 
going to have a 201. I have testified be-
fore the ITC, and I know all of you 
have too, on that, and saying, look, we 
need strict, drastic measures. You have 
all these duties. You have all these 
trade orders. It is time to put in 
quotas. It is time to put in tariffs and 
you have to act now. The President 
will get that 201 remedy situation or 
remedy order on or about December 10. 
He then has 60 days to make up his 
mind. We urge him to move quickly. 
Every 9 days we lose a steel mill. Every 
9 days another mine goes out. There is 
going to be nothing left. 

I believe we have 27 steel mills right 
now in bankruptcy. Banks are not 
lending them money. They cannot keep 
their mills going. They are shutting 
them down. And then we just take a 
look at NAFTA and what has happened 
after NAFTA. I have been just talking 
about steel. 

In the State of Michigan we have lost 
over 152,000 jobs. And there is a list 
here, Table III. They talk about agri-
culture, mining, construction. Let us 
just go to manufacturing. Lumber and 
woods products. I have the mines and I 
have timber. In lumber and wood prod-
ucts we lost 118,000 jobs since 1994 
under NAFTA. Paper and allied prod-
ucts, again paper industry big in my 
district, we lost over 33,000 jobs since 
1994.

Stone, clay, glass, concrete products. 
We make concrete up in my district. 
Great limestone mining, 84,000 jobs. 
Primary metal products, 23,000. Blast 
furnaces, basic steel products, over 
107,000 jobs in the last 6 years. 

Motor vehicles and equipment, prob-
ably what Michigan is known most for, 
over 200,000 jobs. The administration 
comes to us and tells us, give us Fast 
Track Authority. We will negotiate. 
We will make sure our trade laws are 
enforced. That is what we heard in 
NAFTA. Here are the end result. 

We have all of these trade laws, 131 
violations on our books; and we cannot 
get any relief. Where do we go with 
this?

We must monitor the authority we 
give any U.S. Trade Representative and 

ensure that certain special interests 

such as brand name pharmaceuticals 

that we have not even talked about yet 

tonight, they will not gain further con-

cessions at the expense of American 

workers and the American consumers. 

No matter what it is, pharmaceuticals, 

manufacturing, mining, construction, 

agriculture, forestry, fishing, we have 

lost. And once again they tell us, trust 

us. We will take care of it. The last op-

portunity we had for trust was Doha 

last week. We said, no more anti-

dumping. Do not give in to that. Over 

400 of 435 Members said, do not do it. 

They did it. 

How can we now turn and say let us 

support Fast Track Authority when a 

trade representative who we said not to 

do it just did it to us? 

American people, Members of Con-

gress, we have to wake up. We are not 

protectionists. We are not isolation-

ists. We believe in trade, but it is has 

to be fair. When you have 131 orders on 

the books, that is not fair. When our 

mines are shutting down, our steel 

mills are shutting down and our hands 

are tied and we cannot do anything, is 

that fair? I say not. And I say bringing 

forth a proposal such as Fast Track 

Authority for this President to con-

tinue trade negotiations is just uncon-

scionable, especially in these economic 

times. We are in a recession. 

We are in a recession. And you can 

blame September 11. It was well before 

September 11. But just take a look at 

what happened. And I believe the state 

of mind we are in right now and the 

state of our economy is due to these 

trade laws, is due to the layoffs in the 

steel industry, in the mining industry, 

the lumber industry, the furniture in-

dustry. You name it. 

I certainly want to join my col-

leagues here tonight and I look forward 

to hearing their comments. I will stay 

in case there are other comments that 

maybe we can go back and forth on 

some of these issues. 

I appreciate the leadership of the 

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). He 

has been a stalwart in helping out here. 

And between WTO and GATT and 

NAFTA and NTR or whatever you want 

to call them. The bottom line is the 

American people, our hard-working 

men and women in the districts we rep-

resent, are not protected with these 

countervailing tariffs, with these steel 

orders, with trade adjustment. When it 

comes right down to it there is nothing 

there for the American worker. We 

should not give up our right as Mem-

bers of Congress to modify and demand 

tough enforcement issues, especially 

since last week when we told us not to 

do it and they sold us out at Doha. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank my friend from Michigan for his 

9 years of leadership against bad trade 

issue and for fair trade and better 
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working conditions and environmental 

safeguards for Americans and for peo-

ple around the world. 
One thing that the gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) said that was 

particularly important, and I will then 

yield to the gentleman from Massachu-

setts (Mr. LYNCH), we should think 

about this. When he said, we in this 

Congress on behalf of American people, 

410 votes in support for said to our ne-

gotiators in Qatar said that we wanted 

to stand strong on our steel anti-

dumping laws. And we demanded that 

on behalf of the American people. 

Those demands were totally ignored by 

the administration. 
The administration now says, the 

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)

said this, the administration said, give 

us Fast Track. You can count on us to 

protect American workers with Fast 

Track. You can count on us to be fair. 

You can count on us to protect the en-

vironment and workers and all that 

around the world. 
Well, the fact is can we count on 

them to do that when we saw already 

the kind of betrayal from our trade ne-

gotiators. Not to mention that this 

President does not seem very con-

cerned domestically about environ-

mental laws, does not seem concerned 

domestically about food safety, does 

not seem concerned domestically about 

labor standards. 
This is the same President that tried 

for 10 months tried to weaken arsenic 

laws, and tried to allow the mining and 

chemical companies to allow more ar-

senic in the drinking water, and we are 

going to trust them to protect the en-

vironment all over the world and in 

this country? I do not think so. And 

that is really the reason, as the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)

said, that Fast Track is really a be-

trayal of our values. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH), who 

already in his couple of months in Con-

gress, he came here in early October, I 

believe, late September, and he has al-

ready jumped in the trade fight be-

cause he knows that is important to 

the people of Massachusetts and the 

people of our country. 
Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 

thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 

BROWN) and the gentleman from Michi-

gan (Mr. STUPAK) and the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) and 

all others, including the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), for the 

great work they have done. 
I am new to this debate. I am new. I 

have watched the work done by all of 

the Members here, both in this debate 

and in previous debates over NAFTA. I 

commend you for living up to your con-

stitutional obligation to represent the 

people of your districts. 
As I said, I am new to this debate; 

but I am not new to this issue. In my 

own life prior to the privilege of my of-

fice now, I was an iron worker for 18 

years; and over that 18 years I worked 

at the Quincy shipyard just outside of 

Boston. And I saw that job go away 

with thousands of others from that 

shipyard because of foreign competi-

tion and the fact that the American 

shipyards were paying their workers 

well. And companies could go offshore 

to exploit low-wage labor. 
I also worked at the General Motors 

plant out in Framingham, which is 

closed now and they are making those 

cars down in Mexico now. 
I worked in Michigan in some of the 

auto industry plants there as well, and 

I understand those plants have closed 

and many of them have been relocated 

in Mexico. I also worked in a couple of 

the steel mills in Indiana and in Chi-

cago, the Inland Steel and the U.S. 

Steel plants which I now understand 

are closed. There is a pattern devel-

oping here; and at this rate I am afraid 

that at some point there will be my 

counterpart in Mexico City taking my 

congressional responsibility as well. 
The point made by the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) needs 

to be emphasized. And that is that the 

United States Constitution says that 

Congress shall, not may, not might, it 

shall have the power to regulate com-

merce with foreign nations; and it shall 

have the power to make all necessary 

laws proper for carrying out those pow-

ers.
This fast track mechanism, and this 

is just a procedural rule, would obli-

gate us to abdicate our responsibilities 

on behalf of our constituents. Basi-

cally, what we would do we would give 

up those rights and those responsibil-

ities to the very people who sent us 

here. I need to join the gentleman from 

New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) and the 

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)

and others who have said that I can say 

also that my constituents did not send 

me here to give away their rights and 

responsibilities, to walk away from a 

job just because it is complex. It is dif-

ficult. It is hard. We knew that that 

was the job we were taking when we 

ran for office. 
This bill is counterintuitive. It flies 

in the face of our responsibility both 

under the Constitution and as a moral 

obligation to the people who we rep-

resent.
Another part of this fast track 

framework that is poorly designed is 

the fact that while the obligation 

under the Constitution is given to us as 

Members, also many of the other re-

sponsibilities and procedures that are 

set up around the Congress guarantee 

an open and honest debate around 

trade matters. The Constitution re-

quires that we publish a journal of the 

actions taken here in the Congress. 
If you look at Fast Track, Fast 

Track allows these negotiations to be 

done in secret, if they are given to the 

U.S. Trade Representative. 
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These are secret negotiations and 

they are done in a back room, without 

the direct representatives of the people 

being in those negotiations. 
It just is an unseemly process that 

we initiate by supporting a Fast Track- 

type procedure, and we do not need to 

look far to see examples of the flaws of 

that process. We can look directly at 

NAFTA. We have evidence now to see 

how this Fast Track procedure plays 

out.
We see it in the fact that there are no 

enforceable labor standards in NAFTA 

nor in the bill before us to expand 

NAFTA to 34 other countries. There 

are no firm mandatory or enforceable 

labor standards in this bill. There are 

no firm and mandatory and enforceable 

environmental standards in this bill. 

Those have been left out. 
There is language in here, very fluffy 

language, that raises the issue of labor 

standards, raises the issue of environ-

mental standards, but does not allow 

us in negotiations on these trade mat-

ters to require other countries to re-

spect their workers and to respect the 

environment in those countries. 
We can look at what NAFTA has 

done for Maquiladora, the workers 

there. Although there was the great 

promise of the raising the buying 

power of the average Mexican worker, 

we still find in Maquiladora that the 

autoworkers in the Maquiladora are 

making an average of 67 cents an hour. 
I do not have any U.S. autoworkers 

in Massachusetts anymore. Those jobs 

are all gone over the border. The U.S. 

autoworkers today, those left in Michi-

gan and other places across the coun-

try, should not be made to compete 

with workers making 60 cents an hour, 

living in substandard conditions, with 

no working conditions, with no right, 

no voice in their workplace. This bill is 

completely absent any enforceable 

standard.
The American worker should not be 

required to compete with 67-cents-an- 

hour workers or slave labor or child 

labor in these other countries. Yet that 

is exactly what this bill allows. That is 

exactly what Fast Track and the min-

isterial directive that came out of 

Doha, that is just exactly what is al-

lowed here. 
The American public should not be 

faced with the risk of trucks coming 

over the Mexican border without the 

safety requirements and the regulatory 

obligations of the trucks that we have 

in this country that are registered in 

any of the 50 States, and we should not 

allow produce, food products, to come 

into this country that do not meet the 

regulatory standards that we have set 

up in this country. 
We have seen examples of that. I 

know that in Michigan just recently, 

we had an incident where 200 people 

were affected by eating strawberries 

that had been contaminated with the 
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hepatitis A virus and that were allowed 

into the country because they did not 

have to undergo the FDA process and 

the sanitation process that products 

here in the United States are required 

to go under. We should also realize that 

of the 4.4 million trucks a year that 

come in from Mexico into the United 

States, we have the ability right now 

to inspect 2 percent, about 88,000 trucks 

out of 4.4 million. We do not have the 

ability to check the licenses, the quali-

fications of those drivers, the safety 

mechanisms on those trucks, and there 

is just a complete lack of account-

ability. That is the bottom line. 
This Fast Track bill takes away the 

accountability. We are unable to over-

see or guarantee that the American 

workers and the American public are 

being protected, and we need to do 

whatever we can to recapture the 

power and the accountability on behalf 

of the American people. 
I think the easiest way to do that 

would be to defeat this Fast Track pro-

posal.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 

the gentleman from Massachusetts 

(Mr. LYNCH) points out something very 

important about democratic values. At 

the beginning of this Special Order we 

talked about political profiteering that 

some people, the President, the White 

House and the Bush administration, 

have said that we need to have Fast 

Track to wage this war against ter-

rorism. Yet as the gentleman from 

Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) so deftly 

pointed out, much about trade negotia-

tions and much, not just writing these 

trade agreements, but actually some of 

the appeals in front of the tribunals 

and the three-judge panels at the World 

Trade Organization and the NAFTA 

tribunals and all are conducted in se-

cret.
We talk about American values. How 

can we talk about American values and 

then turn over our sovereignty on 

issues of public health and issues of 

water, as the gentleman from Michigan 

(Mr. STUPAK) in his district, which bor-

ders three of the Great Lakes, how can 

we turn over those decisions on envi-

ronment, on food safety, as the gen-

tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 

LYNCH) said; on constitutional issues, 

as the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 

PASCRELL) said. 
We are turning those issues over to 

panels who are people we do not elect, 

who are making decisions in secret, 

and then often do not have to publish 

their findings. And that runs exactly 

counter to our government, to our way 

of life, to our values, and to our beliefs 

as Americans. 
I would like to yield to my friend, 

the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICK-

LAND), who many years ago during the 

NAFTA debate used to join the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK)

and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 

BONIOR), who could not be here tonight, 

used to join us on these Fast Track 

issues. I would add that the gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), who is a 

candidate for Governor of Michigan, 

will be leaving this body at the end of 

2002 and has been the real leader on 

trade issues. He said he could not be 

here tonight, but he is in there fighting 

against these bad trade agreements on 

behalf of Michigan workers and on be-

half of all of us. 
So I yield to my friend, the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND),

from the other end of Ohio, from south-

ern Ohio. 
Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, the 

fact is that we do represent common 

areas of our Nation, areas where there 

has been strong manufacturing in the 

past and where people are now losing 

their jobs and where there is great dis-

tress. Sometimes I wonder how long 

the American people are going to be 

willing to put up with us as they watch 

what is happening. It seems that the 

decisions that we make in this Cham-

ber so often favor other countries and 

other peoples rather than our own 

country and our own people. 
It really bothers me that we would 

make decisions in this Chamber that 

would put the American worker at a 

disadvantage to workers elsewhere in 

this world. That really troubles me, 

and I am wondering how long the 

American people are going to put up 

with it. 
Now, we are going to be facing a deci-

sion rather soon and the pressure is 

building here in Washington, D.C., the 

lobbying is taking place, the adminis-

tration is sending people up here to try 

to twist arms and to convince people 

that they need to support this Fast 

Track authority. And we are going to 

be making a decision, and it is my hope 

that as the American people observe 

what is happening, that they will let 

their voices be heard. 
And how can they do that? Well, the 

old-fashioned way. They can call their 

representatives. They can send e-mails. 

They can send letters. They may arrive 

2 or 3 weeks late, given the current cir-

cumstances. They can call their Rep-

resentatives and their Senators and 

ask for a personal meeting in their of-

fices, in their States, in their districts, 

because unless the American people ex-

press themselves, I am afraid this will 

be pushed through this House and 

through this Congress, and that once 

again the American people will be 

placed at a great disadvantage. 
I am the son of a steelworker. I grew 

up in a family of nine kids. My dad had 

a fifth-grade education, but he worked 

in a steel mill and he was able to sup-

port us. That steel mill is closed today. 

There is not a single man or woman or 

family that is being supported by that 

steel mill, because it does not exist. 
Even today as we met in our Steel 

Caucus, we heard the fact that if some-

thing is not done, over the next 12 

months the American steel industry 

will be decimated, will cease to be a 

major industry in this country. Yet we 

are on the verge of being forced to take 

a position that will extend this, what I 

would call obscene trade policy that we 

currently have in place. 
When are we going to stop and say 

what is best for the American worker, 

the American family? When are we 

going to do that? When are we going to 

have an administration that is willing 

to put Americans first when it comes 

to these kinds of issues? 
We go to a union hall and it is very 

common in my district when I go to a 

union hall to have union members 

stand and pledge allegiance to the flag. 

We are urging American school chil-

dren across this Nation to be loyal to 

our Nation and to express that loyalty 

by pledging allegiance to the flag. 

Sometimes I think we should request 

that these corporate board members 

who belong to these multinational or-

ganizations, who have no particular 

loyalty to a country or a set of demo-

cratic principles or a political philos-

ophy, maybe they should be asked to 

pledge allegiance to the flag as well. 
I am just really getting increasingly 

concerned about the fact that over the 

years, in an incremental manner, we 

are more and more giving up the power 

that we have within this Chamber to 

protect our constituents, to make sure 

that when we cast a vote, when we 

make a decision, it is in the best inter-

ests of the people of southern Ohio or 

northern Ohio or the upper peninsula 

of Michigan. We cannot give up this au-

thority. We ought not to. I believe it is 

a violation of our constitutional re-

sponsibilities and our oath of office to 

just relinquish this responsibility to an 

administration. And I am not just 

being critical of this administration 

because, quite frankly, I think we were 

critical of the past administration 

when it came to trade policies and the 

willingness to stand up for the Amer-

ican worker. 
We have got a responsibility as elect-

ed representatives to do the right 

thing, but I am afraid we will not do 

the right thing if the American people 

do not make their voices heard. It is 

my hope that in the next few hours and 

days, that the American people will 

call and write and request visits with 

their Congresspersons and their Sen-

ators so that we can stop this and we 

can once again start reasserting our-

selves as the legitimate spokespersons 

for the people who send us here to rep-

resent them. 
I want to thank the gentleman from 

Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for his attention on 

this issue for many, many years, and 

he is very knowledgeable about it, as is 

my Congress friend from the great 

State of Michigan. I live in a district 

where the steel mill is already gone. 

Some of my colleagues live in districts 

where there is still hope to maintain 
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the jobs, and we will not be able to do 

it if this Fast Track legislation passes. 
We will see more and more jobs going 

to other countries where those func-

tions are performed by people who earn 

little more than slave labor salaries, 

where children are abused, where the 

environment is raped, where there are 

no protections in terms of worker 

rights. How can we do that and say 

that we are representing the United 

States of America? I do view this as a 

patriotic issue and one that calls upon 

me to oppose this effort to take away 

and to strip from us our legitimate 

right as representatives of the people 

to stand up for them. 
I thank the gentleman from Ohio 

(Mr. BROWN) for this time and for giv-

ing me a chance to express myself. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

want to reemphasize something the 

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND)

said. As this debate winds down into 

next week when the Republican leader-

ship has said it will be scheduled for a 

floor vote, we have seen the kind of 

strong-arm lobbying from the Presi-

dent, from the President personally, 

from administration officials, Cabinet 

members, up and down the administra-

tion, throughout the administration, 

promises, all kinds of promises, every-

thing from highway projects to support 

of legislation, to jobs, to all kinds of 

things that some of these people prom-

ise.
We have also seen strong-arm lob-

bying from America’s largest corpora-

tions. Every time there is a trade vote 

here, people at National Airport used 

to tell me they saw more corporate jets 

at that airport than anytime during 

the year, as corporate executives know 

that these trade agreements mean they 

can move more jobs overseas, make 

more money as they hire low-wage 

workers with no environmental laws, 

with no food safety laws, with no kind 

of worker safety laws. 
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Mr. STRICKLAND. I would just like 

to point out that many of these cor-

porations are in fact multinational in 

nature. They have no loyalty to this 

country in particular or to any set of 

democratic principles or anything else, 

except the bottom line, and we allow 

these multinational corporations to in-

fluence American domestic economic 

policy. It is just absolutely wrong. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Reclaiming my 

time, one CEO of a major corporation 

said a couple of years ago, ‘‘I wish I 

could locate my corporate head-

quarters on an island that is part of no 

country.’’ He does not mind being an 

American when he comes to this insti-

tution for subsidies, for tax cuts per-

sonally or corporate tax cuts, but when 

it comes time to employing American 

workers or living under the sov-

ereignty of this Nation, he seems a lit-

tle bit less interested. 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK) and I, a moment ago, and for 
years, actually, but a moment ago were 
talking about food safety. And food 
safety is a particularly important 
issue. We have legislation with the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
and some others because we are con-
cerned about country-of-origin label-
ing; we are concerned about inspec-
tions, as more and more fruits and 
vegetables come into the United 
States.

Because of budget cuts, and because 
of increased imports, and because of 
poor trade laws, only seven- tenths of 1 
percent of food coming into this coun-
try is inspected at the border, much 
less than that inspected anyplace else. 
That means one out of every 140 crates 
of broccoli, one out of every 140 crates 
of fruit, one out of every 140 boxes of 
any kind of food gets inspected at the 
border. It is a serious problem, and the 
gentleman from Michigan will tell us 
more about what all of this means with 
Fast Track. 

Mr. STUPAK. Well, with Fast Track, 
if we take a look at the proposed legis-
lation, H.R. 3005, the legislation that is 
going to be proposed, when we get to 
environmental standards or inspection, 
it is all voluntary. And when we have 
voluntary negotiating on objectives, on 
the environment, on food safety, it 
usually means nothing will happen. If 
anything, when we look closely at H.R. 
3005, it is a step backwards. We do not 
have an opportunity to enforce the 
laws that we have because they are all 
subject to negotiations. Under H.R. 
3005, when it comes to inspections, that 
is subject to negotiation. Even our 
laws which prevent adulterated or bad 
food that does not meet our standards 
or uses pesticides not allowed in this 
country, that is subject to negotiation. 
It is voluntary under these proposals. 

The gentleman from Ohio talked 
about food coming into this country, 
that seven-tenths of 1 percent is ever 
inspected. Well, when they do broccoli, 
they just take a crate and drop it on 
the ground. If bugs come out, they im-
pound it. If no bugs come out, it goes 
on. For years, we have asked for so-
phisticated inspection of food coming 
into this country. Let us not just drop 
the crates. Let us do a quick chemical 
test to see what pesticides are in it 
that we are consuming. Let us put the 
country of origin on this food. Let us 
have inspectors there and be able to 
impound the food for some time so we 
can have an opportunity to do a proper 
inspection.

All that is happening is a quick 
check, and then we are sending the 
truck on. By the time they do a sophis-
ticated check, that truck is already 
hundreds of miles into the United 
States and has probably dropped its 
load. They do not know where it is be-
cause they do not have the order there 
in front of them. How do we recall it 
then? It is consumed. 

We had that in Michigan with Guate-

malan strawberries and our hot lunch 

program, and hundreds of kids were ill. 

Well, it is too late then. And guess 

what? It was really a U.S. company 

that imported the food. The U.S. com-

pany was supposed to inspect it, but 

they never did. Tainted water had been 

used to grow the crops, and that is 

what we have. We do not even have in-

spections overseas where this food 

comes from. 
It is amazing. We have worked, as the 

gentleman said, for a number of years, 

and we have the bill again this year; 

but it is frustrating when we see that 

less than 1 percent is ever inspected. It 

is wintertime now, and where will most 

of our fruits and vegetables for our sal-

ads come from? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. When the gen-

tleman and I started this conversation 

3 or 4 years ago, 2 percent of food was 

inspected. This Congress continues to 

cut the budget on food inspection. 
And understand it is not just the 

adulterated food coming in. The way 

the trade law works on food safety, 

there are certain pesticides in the 

United States that are banned for use. 

It is illegal to put them on fields. It is 

not illegal to make them. So in many 

cases, American manufacturers manu-

facture these pesticides, sell them to 

Guatemala to spray on the straw-

berries or on the raspberries. Those 

products then come back into the 

United States with pesticide residues, 

making the farmers sick that apply the 

pesticides, and then coming across the 

border.
We do not spend the money at the 

border to detect either adulterated 

food, anything from fecal matter to 

other kinds of contaminants, nor do 

they detect any kinds of residues from 

pesticides. And that is one of the rea-

sons that in this country, and it is not 

all foreign food, but in this country 

5,000 people a year die from food-borne 

illnesses and 300,000 people go to the 

hospitals with food-borne illnesses. 
Not blaming it all on foreign food by 

a long shot. We should do a better in-

spection job with domestic food. But 

foreign food is a part of it, and food 

coming from abroad is a growing prob-

lem because we are importing more. 

That is why we get vegetables and 

fruits in the winter, because we are im-

porting them. That is a good thing. It 

makes Americans healthier. But give 

Americans the confidence that our food 

will be safe by passing trade legislation 

that upgrades food safety standards ev-

erywhere, rather than pulling our 

standards down to the weaker stand-

ards of other countries. 
We have about 3 minutes, so I will 

yield to my friend, the gentleman from 

Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND).
Mr. STRICKLAND. I want to say 

quickly that I think the American con-

sumer deserves information. When they 

go to the grocery store, as a consumer 
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they deserve the right to know where 

that food has come from. 
I was talking with one of my con-

stituents over the weekend; and he said 

to me, you know, I would pay a little 

more for a television set that was made 

in America by American workers if I 

could find one. It is just unconscion-

able that we have reached this place. 
But in terms of country-of-origin la-

beling, that is so basic. And if we can-

not give this kind of information to the 

American consumer, then we will have 

failed them. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Just give more 

information to people. 
In closing, I thank my colleagues, 

the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 

STUPAK), the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 

STRICKLAND), the gentleman from New 

Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), the gentleman 

from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH), and 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL),

who is here on the other side of the 

aisle, who has always been a strong op-

ponent of bad free trade laws. 
I would close by saying, as the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND)

said, corporate CEOs, the President, 

cabinet officials will all be lobbying 

this institution big time in the next 

week. I hope that coming out of this 

Special Order tonight that people will 

understand better what our trade pol-

icy does to our values and our way of 

life, and that the American people will 

rise to the occasion and continue to 

push Members of Congress to do the 

right thing next week when we vote 

down Fast Track Trade Promotion Au-

thority.

f 

THE WAR ON TERRORISM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

JEFF MILLER of Florida). Under the 

Speaker’s announced policy of January 

3, 2001, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 

PAUL) is recognized for 60 minutes. 
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, we have 

been told on numerous occasions to ex-

pect a long and protracted war. This is 

not necessary if one can identify the 

target, the enemy, and then stay fo-

cused on that target. It is impossible to 

keep one’s eye on a target and hit it if 

we do not precisely understand it and 

identify it. 
In pursuing any military under-

taking, it is the responsibility of Con-

gress to know exactly why it appro-

priates the funding. Today, unlike any 

time in our history, the enemy and its 

location remains vague and pervasive. 

In the undeclared wars of Vietnam and 

Korea, the enemy was known and 

clearly defined, even though our poli-

cies were confused and contradictory. 

Today, our policies relating to the 

growth of terrorism are also confused 

and contradictory. However, the pre-

cise enemy and its location are not 

known by anyone. 
Until the enemy is defined and under-

stood, it cannot be accurately targeted 

or vanquished. The terrorists are no 

more an entity than the Mob or some 

international criminal gang, such as 

the Mafia. It is certainly not a coun-

try, nor is it the Afghan people. The 

Taliban is obviously a strong sym-

pathizer of bin Laden and his hench-

men, but how much more so than the 

government of Saudi Arabia or even 

Pakistan? Probably not much. 
Ulterior motives have always played 

a part in the foreign policies of almost 

every Nation throughout history. Eco-

nomic gain and a geographic expan-

sion, or even just the desires for more 

political power, too often drives the 

militarism of all nations. Unfortu-

nately, in recent years, we have not 

been exempt. If expansionism, eco-

nomic interests, desires for hegemony 

and influential allies affect our poli-

cies, and they in turn incite mob at-

tacks against us, they obviously can-

not be ignored. The target will be elu-

sive and ever-enlarging rather than 

vanquished.
We do know a lot about the terrorists 

who spilled the blood of nearly 4,000 in-

nocent civilians. There were 19 of 

them, 15 from Saudi Arabia; and they 

have paid a high price. They are all 

dead. So those most responsible for the 

attack have been permanently taken 

care of. If one encounters a single sui-

cide bomber who takes his own life 

along with others, without the help 

from anyone else, no further punish-

ment is possible. The only question 

that can be raised under that cir-

cumstance is why did it happen and 

how can we change the conditions that 

drove that individual to perform such a 

heinous act. 
The terrorist attacks on New York 

and Washington are not quite so sim-

ple, but they are similar. These attacks 

required funding, planning, and inspi-

ration from others. But the total num-

ber of people directly involved had to 

be relatively small in order to have 

kept the plans thoroughly concealed. 

Twenty accomplices, or even 100 could 

have done it; but there is no way thou-

sands of people knew and participated 

in the planning and carried out the at-

tacks.
Moral support expressed by those 

who find our policies offensive is a dif-

ferent matter and difficult to deter-

mine. Those who enjoyed seeing the 

United States hit are too numerous to 

count and impossible to identify. To 

target and wage war against all of 

them is like declaring war against an 

idea or sin. The predominant nation-

ality of the terrorists was Saudi Ara-

bian. Yet, for political and economic 

reasons, even with the lack of coopera-

tion from the Saudi Government, we 

have ignored that country in placing 

blame.
The Afghan people did nothing to de-

serve another war. The Taliban, of 

course, is closely tied to bin Laden and 

the al Qaeda, but so are the Pakistanis 

and the Saudis. Even the United States 

was a supporter of the Taliban’s rise to 

power. And as recently as August of 

this year, we talked pipeline politics 

with them. The recent French publica-

tion of bin Laden, ‘‘The Forbidden 

Truth,’’ revealed our most recent effort 

to secure control over Caspian Sea oil 

in collaboration with the Taliban. 
According to the two authors, the 

economic conditions demanded by the 

U.S. were turned down and led to U.S. 

military threats against the Taliban. It 

has been known for years that UniCal, 

a U.S. company, has been anxious to 

build a pipeline through northern Af-

ghanistan. But it has not been possible 

due to the weak Afghan central govern-

ment. We should not be surprised now 

that many contend that the plan for 

the U.N. to nation-build in Afghanistan 

is a logical and important consequence 

of this desire. The crisis has merely 

given those interested in this project 

an excuse to replace the government of 

Afghanistan.
Since we do not even know if bin 

Laden is in Afghanistan; and since 

other countries are equally supportive 

of him, our concentration on this 

Taliban target remains suspect by 

many. Former FBI Deputy Director 

John O’Neill resigned in July over 

duplicitous dealings with the Taliban 

in our oil interests. O’Neill then took a 

job as head of the World Trade Center’s 

security and, ironically, was killed in 

the 9–11 attack. 
The charges made by these authors 

in this recent publication deserves 

close scrutiny and congressional over-

sight investigation and not just for the 

historical record. 
To understand world sentiment on 

this subject, one might note a com-

ment in the ‘‘Hindu,’’ India’s national 

newspaper, not necessarily to agree 

with the paper’s sentiment, but to help 

us better understand what is being 

thought about us around the world in 

contrast to the spin put on the war by 

our five major TV networks. 
This quote comes from an article 

written by Sitaram Yechury on Octo-

ber 13, 2001: ‘‘The world today is being 

asked to side with the United States in 

a fight against global terrorism. This is 

only a cover. The world is being asked 

today in reality to side with the U.S. 

as it seeks to strengthen its economic 

hegemony. This is neither acceptable 

nor will it be allowed. We must forge 

together to state that we are neither 

with the terrorists nor with the United 

States.’’
The need to define our target is ever 

so necessary if we are going to avoid 

letting this war get out of control. It is 

important to note that in the same ar-

ticle the author quoted Michael Klare, 

an expert on Caspian Sea oil reserves, 

from an interview on Radio Free Eu-

rope. He said, ‘‘We, the United States, 

view oil as a security consideration, 

and we have to protect it by any means 
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